Salt Lake City, a municipal corporation of the State of Utah v. Susan Womack : Unknown by Utah Supreme Court
Brigham Young University Law School
BYU Law Digital Commons
Utah Supreme Court Briefs
1986
Salt Lake City, a municipal corporation of the State
of Utah v. Susan Womack : Unknown
Utah Supreme Court
Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalcommons.law.byu.edu/byu_sc1
Part of the Law Commons
Original Brief Submitted to the Utah Supreme Court; digitized by the Howard W. Hunter Law
Library, J. Reuben Clark Law School, Brigham Young University, Provo, Utah; machine-generated
OCR, may contain errors.
Phil L. Hansen; attorney for appellant.
Roger F. Cutler; Salt Lake City Attorney; Greg R. Hawkins; Assistant City Attorney; Larry V.
Spendlove; Assistant City Attorney; attorneys for repsondent.
This Legal Brief is brought to you for free and open access by BYU Law Digital Commons. It has been accepted for inclusion in Utah Supreme Court
Briefs by an authorized administrator of BYU Law Digital Commons. Policies regarding these Utah briefs are available at
http://digitalcommons.law.byu.edu/utah_court_briefs/policies.html. Please contact the Repository Manager at hunterlawlibrary@byu.edu with
questions or feedback.
Recommended Citation
Legal Brief, Salt Lake City v. Womack, No. 198620712.00 (Utah Supreme Court, 1986).
https://digitalcommons.law.byu.edu/byu_sc1/1377
? I l l i 
fW 2 21986 
$ ^ 0 ? / 2 IN THE SUPREME COURT 
OF THE STATE OF UTAH 
t.erk. Supreme Court Utan 
SALT LAKE CITY, a municipal 
c o r p o r a t i o n of the S t a t e of 
Utah, 
P l a i n t i f f-Respondent, 
v s . 
SUSAN WQMACK, 
De fe ndan t - A p p e l I a n t . 
CITATION OF SUPPLEMENTAL 
AUTHORITIES 
Case No. 20 712 
COMES NOW t h e r e s p o n d e n t , S a l t Lake C i t y , p u r s u a n t t o t h e 
p r o v i s i o n s of Rule 24 ( j ) , Utah R u l e s of A p p e l l a t e P r o c e d u r e and 
s u b m i t s t h e f o l l o w i n g a u t h o r i t y . 
T h i s c i t a t i o n i s i n s u p p o r t of i t s p o s i t i o n t h a t no Miranda 
warning was r e q u i r e d when t h e p o l i c e o f f i c e r a p p r o a c h e d 
A p p e l l a n t - W o m a c k ' s v e h i c l e , a f t e r hav ing o b s e r v i n g t h e t r a f f i c 
v i o l a t i o n s , and i n q u i r e d i f she had been d r i n k i n g . 
The C o u r t r e c e n t l y e x p l a i n e d t h e four r e q u i r e m e n t s n e c e s s a r y 
for t h i s Miranda warning t o be a p p l i c a b l e by r e a f f i r m i n g t h e 
f o l l o w i n g four e l e m e n t s t o be c o n s i d e r e d : ( 1 ) The s i t e of t h e 
i n t e r r o g a t i o n ; (2) Whether t h e i n v e s t i g a t i o n focused on t h e 
a c c u s e d ; (3) Whether t h e o b j e c t i v e i n d i c i a of a r r e s t were 
p r e s e n t ; and (4) The l e n g t h and form of i n t e r r o g a t i o n . S t a t e o f 
Utah v . S p e e r , 33 Utah Adv. Rep . 7, 11 (No. 20418, f i l e d 5 - 1 - 8 6 ) , 
c i t i n g S a l t Lake City v . Carner , 664 P.2d 1168, 1171 (Utah 1983) 
Obviously, such a comment from an o f f i c e r approaching the 
d r i v e r ' s wj nikw does not br ing to bear the four elements e s s e n -
t i a l to a Miranda warning. 
DATED t h i s */7' day of May, 1986. 
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S a l t Lake C i ty A t t o r n e y 
A t t o r n e y fo r Respondent 
100 C i t y & County B u i l d i n g 
S a l t Lake C i t y , Utah 84111 
T e l e p h o n e : 53 5-778 8 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I h e r e b y c e r t i f y t h a t I m a i l ^ i i t r u e and c o r r e c t copy o f 
t h e f o r e g o i n g C i t a t i o n of S u p p l e m e n t a l A u t h o r i t i e s t o P h i l L. 
Hansen, A t t o r n e y for A p p e l l a n t , a t 800 Boston B u i l d i n g , S a l t Lake 
C i t y , Utah 84111 , by d e p o s i t i n g s a i d copy i n t h e U.S . m a i l w i t h 
p o s t a g e p r e p a i d t h e r e o n t h i s Zl / day of May, 198 6. 
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